
RE: Plan for Marysville Exposure Reconstruction
Hilbert, Timothy (hilbertj)  to: Benson.Bob 03/30/2010 07:24 AM

From:

To:

Cc:

"Hilbert, Timothy (hilbertj)" <HILBERTJ@UCMAIL.UC.EDU>

"Amishi.Castelli@dot.gov" <Amishi.Castelli@dot.gov>, Berry.David@epamail.epa.gov, "Lemasters, Grace

(lemastgj)" <LEMASTGJ@ucmail.uc.edu>, "Lockey, James (lockeyje)" <lockeyje@UCMAIL.UC.EDU>, Leslie

Stayner <lstayner@uic.edu>, "Rice, Carol (ricech)" <ricech@ucmail.uc.edu>

Bob,  Attached are brief responses to your comments.

Talk with you tomorrow.

Tim

-----Original Message-----

From: Benson.Bob@epamail.epa.gov

[mailto:Benson.Bob@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 2:10 PM

To: Hilbert, Timothy (hilbertj)

Cc: Amishi.Castelli@dot.gov; Borton, Eric (bortonek);

Berry.David@epamail.epa.gov; Lemasters, Grace (lemastgj); Lockey,

James (lockeyje); Leslie Stayner; Rice, Carol (ricech)

Subject: Re: Plan for Marysville Exposure Reconstruction

My comments on the plan are attached.

(See attached file: Comments on Marysville Exp Reconstruction

Plan.doc)

From:       "Hilbert, Timothy (hilbertj)"

<HILBERTJ@UCMAIL.UC.EDU>

To:         "Amishi.Castelli@dot.gov" <Amishi.Castelli@dot.gov>,

Bob Benson/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, David Berry/R8/USEPA/US@EPA

Cc:         Leslie Stayner <lstayner@uic.edu>, "Lockey, James

(lockeyje)" <lockeyje@UCMAIL.UC.EDU>, "Lemasters, Grace

(lemastgj)"

<LEMASTGJ@ucmail.uc.edu>, "Rice, Carol (ricech)"

<ricech@ucmail.uc.edu>, "Borton, Eric (bortonek)"

<BORTONEK@UCMAIL.UC.EDU>

Date:       03/01/2010 01:27 PM

Subject:    Plan for Marysville Exposure Reconstruction



All,  Please find attached for your review the plan for Marysville

Exposure Reconstruction.

Thanks

Tim[attachment "Marysville Exposure Reconstruction plan 030110.doc"

deleted by Bob Benson/R8/USEPA/US]

 - Marysville Exp Reconstruction Plan response 033010.doc


Bob Benson’s Comments on Marysville Employee Exposure Reconstruction – March 1, 2010


2.A.  Because we have industrial hygiene data after 1980, the historical pattern of task rotations should extend past 1980.


Response:  Agree. This will have to come from further data collection through focus groups; in the absence of new information, we will use the Lockey 1984 assumptions.


3.2 If I read this correctly, you intend to exclude data collected in March, April, May, September, and October.  I do not believe excluding any industrial hygiene data is appropriate.


Response: This was not clear. These data were only shown as an example of how we can use the rate of taking samples to gain information that may be related to production activity (the summer months of low/none vs. the winter months). In order to make this comparison as clean as possible, I excluded months that might be boarder line for this example only.  No valid data will be excluded from the construction of exposure estimates. 

The plan appears to be silent on how you intend to deal with the varying work schedules and the overtime issue during the winter.


Response: Varying work hours in the winter can be dealt with in the computer programming, not in the exposure estimate.  For example, one approach for people who work 12 hour shifts is to exposure estimate for a usual work shift by 1.5 times in the calculation of cumulative exposure. This is a programming task that follows making a shift-based exposure estimate.


I am hoping that you will report cumulative exposure for each worker based on the actual work schedule, not for 365 days per year as was done previously.


Response: We too hope there will be enough data to refine the work schedules.

The remainder of the plan is acceptable.



